The Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) is the institution of the European Union, which encompasses the whole judiciary related to EU Law, a body of treaties and legislation that enacts laws concerning European affairs and policies and has direct or indirect effect on the legislation of the Union's member states. The CJEU was established in Luxembourg in 1952 and has adapted itself to the various legal changes that were introduced in the European Treaties during the last 60 years of its existence.
The Civil Service Tribunal undertakes to solve the disputes arisen between the European Union and its servants mainly regarding working relations and the social security system. Moreover, any disagreements occurred between all European bodies or agencies or their staff come under the Civil Service Tribunal. However, it may not intervene in cases between national administrations and their employees. The General Court (formerly the Court of First Instance) has jurisdiction to hear mostly actions brought by natural or legal persons against acts of the institutions, bodies, offices or agencies of the European Union, actions brought by the member states against The European Commission or the Council of the European Union, actions seeking compensation for damage, actions related to Community trademarks.
Finally, simulated by this year's MILMUN ECJ, the Court of Justice (also known as the European Court of Justice or ECJ) is the highest court in the EU, the most powerful jurisdictional body of the Court of Justice of the European Union. It is composed of 27 Judges and 8 AdvocatesGeneral, whose term of office last 6 years and is renewable. The Judges, one of each member state, elect one of themselves as President of the Court for a renewable term of three years. The
Advocates-General (AGs) assist the Court. They are responsible for presenting, with complete impartiality and independence, a legal opinion in the cases assigned to them. The AGs opinions are advisory and do not bind the Court, but they are nonetheless very influential and are followed in the majority of cases. As of 2003, Advocates-General are only required to give an opinion if the Court considers that the case raises a new point of law. The Registrar is the institution's secretary general and manages its departments under the authority of the President of the Court. The Court may sit as a full court, in a Grand Chamber of 13 Judges or in Chambers of three or five Judges. The ECJ's types of proceedings include references of preliminary rulings, actions for failure to fulfill obligations, actions for annulment, actions for failure to act, appeals and reviews. protection of Europe's wilderness. The report also calls for more European funding to protect existing sites and "re-wild" ones that are currently being used by humans or agriculture.
As far as the examined case is concerned, the construction along with the expansion of the M-501 road has been proved to be destructive for "Encinares del río Alberche y río Cofio", a Special Protection Area of birds, included in Natura 2000.
c. Site of Community Importance (SCI)
A Site of Community Importance (SCI) is defined in the European Commission Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) as a site which, "in the bio-geographical region or regions to which it belongs, contributes significantly to the maintenance or restoration -at a favorable conservation status -of a natural habitat type or of a species." It may also be of great aid towards the coherence of Natura 2000, and promote the maintenance of biological diversity within the bio-geographical region or regions concerned.
In Spain, and particularly within the borders of the Autonomous Community of Madrid, "Cuencas de los ríos Alberche y Cofio" and "Cuenca del río Guadarrama" have been officially noted as Sites of Community Importnance (SCI), but their habitats are endangered by the road project launched for the M-501 highway.
Historical Background of the Case
The project of doubling the width of the M-501 highway, which covers a distance of approximately 56km, divided in 5 sections, was subjected to the evaluation procedure of environmental impact during the month of June 1996. After consultation with organizations and entities likely to be affected by the work, the project, which covered only the sections 1 and 2 of the initial one, has been the object of an environmental impact statement on April 2 nd , 1998, which resulted in a favorable commentary on certain conditions for Section 1 and in a disapproving review regarding Section 2. The proposed Section 1 was the first to be carried out. Regarding Section 2, studies have concluded that the road would seriously affect the species for which the area had been classified as an SPA and suggested as a Site of Community Importance.
Consequently All of the aforementioned three spaces of great importance, both for Spain and the European Union, are experiencing the danger that the habitats they maintain for amphibians, mammals, reptiles and insects may be irreversibly destroyed and vanquished. Recognizing that the Kingdom of Spain had not terminated the failings, the 
Poland's Intervention
The Poland had agreed earlier that it would not start the road's construction until a legal dispute with the European commission is resolved (EED 05/02/08). Bowing to pressure from Brussels as well as environmental NGOs and the media, the government said on March 24 th , 2009, that the road will be built along an alternative route.
The Application and the Charges
The European Commission brought the action of recourse before the European Court of Justice on December 2008. In its application, it declared that the Kingdom of Spain had failed to fulfill its obligations:
in accordance with Article 2(1), Article 3 (1) and (2) 
Spanish Position on the Charges
Towards the charges based on the Directive 85/337/EEC The Kingdom of Spain disputes the allegation that it did not assess the cumulative effects on each section of the highway or the induced effects in the short, medium and long term, permanent or temporary, positive or negative of the projects.
Furthermore, according to Spain, the proposed sections 2 and 4 correspond to those issues which were the subject of an impact statement and they should not be considered for further evaluation. 
Conclusion
Before the European Court of Justice, the two opposite parties will be called to display and support their arguments and requests based upon the actual facts, the legal provisions that they invoke, as well as the special interpretation that the aforementioned directives have received by the Court in past judgments related to the case examined. As far as the latter part is concerned, emphasis should be put on the Judgments C-117/03 and C-244/05.
